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almost be unable to tell what New Testa- 
ment story this head would be welcome 
to. 

We are here met and aided by the oir- 
cumalbnce that connoisseurs assert, that 
Leonardo himself painted the bead of the 
Saviour at Caatellazzo, and rentured to do 
in another's work what he had not been 
willing to undertake in bis own principal 
figure. As we have not the original before 
us, we must say of the copy that it agrees 
entirely with the conception which we form 
of a noble man whose breast is weighed 
down by poignant suffering of soul, which 
he has endeavored to alleviate by a famil- 
iar word) but has thereby only made mat- 
ters worse instead of better. 

By these processes of comparison, then, 
we have come sufficiently near the method 
of this extraordinary artist, such as he has 
clearly explained and demonstrated it in 
writings and pictures, and fortunately it is 
in our power to take a step still further in 
advance. There is, namely, preserved in 



the Ambrosiana library a drawing inc6n- 
testably executed by Leonardo, upon blnish 
paper, with a little white and colored chalk. 
Of this the chevalier Vossi has executed 
the most-accurate /ac-»imiJe, which is also 
before us. A hoble youthful face, drawn 
from nature, evidently with a view to the 
head of Christ at the Supper. Pure, regu- 
lar features, smooth hair, the head bent to 
the left side, the eyes cast down, the mouth 
half opened, the tout ensemble .brought 
into the most marvellous harmony by a 
slight touch of sorrow. Here indeed .we 
have only the man who does not conceal a 
iiiSfe-ingof soul, but the problem, how, 
wi.ubut extinguishing this promise, at the 
same time to express sublimity, independ- 
ence, power, the might of godhead, is one 
which even the most gifted earthly pencil 
might well find hard to solve. In this 
yputhful physiognomy which hovers be- 
tween Christ and John, we see the highest 
attempt to hold fast by nature when the 
supermundane ia in question. 



PAUL JANET AND HEGEL.* 

[In the following article the passages quoted are turned into English, and the original 
French is omitted for the sake of brevity and lucid arrangement. As the work reviewed is 
accessible to most readers, a reference to the pages from which we quote will answer all 
purposes. — Editok.J 



Since the death of Hegel in 1831, his 
philosophy baa been making a slow but 
regular progress into the world at large. 
At home in Germany it is spoken of as 
having a right wing, a left wing, and a 
centre ; its' disciples are very numerous 
-vhen one counts such widely different phil- 
osophers as Bosenkrsntz, Michelet, Euno 
Fischer, Erdmann, J. H. Fichte, Strauss, 
Feuerbach, and their numerous followers. 
Sometimes when one hears who constitute 
a "wing" of the Hegelian school, he is 
reminded of the "luetuanon" principle 
of naming, or rather of misnaming things. 
But Hegelianism has, as we said, made its 
way into other countries. In France we 
have the .Xstheties " partly translated and 
partly analyzed," by Professor B^nard ; 

* " Esaai lur la dialcctiane dant Platon et 
dam Hegel/,' par Paul Janet, Membra de 
L'Institut, profetMur It la Faculty des let- 
tret de Paris.— Psrii, (Ladraoge,) 1860. 



the logic of the small Encyclopaedia, trans- 
lated with copious notes, by Professor Vera, 
who has gone bravely on, with what seems 
with him to be a work of love, and given 
us the "Philosophy of Nature" and the 
" Philosophy of Spirit," and promises us 
the "Philosophy of Religion" — all accom- 
panied with abundant introduction and 
commentary. We hear of others very 
much influenced by Hegel : M. Taine, for 
example, who writes brilliant essays. In 
English, too, we hare a translation of the 
" Philosophy of History," (in Bohn's Li- 
brary ;) a kind of translation and analysis 
of the first part of the third volume of the 
Logio, (Sloman & Wallon, London, 1855) ; 
and an extensive and elaborate work on 
" The Secret of Hegel," by James Hutch- 
ison Stirling. We must not forget to 
mention » translation of Sohwegler's His- 
tory of Philosophy— • work drawn princi- 
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pally from Hegel's labors — by our Ameri- 
can Professor Seelye : and also (just pub- 
lished) a translation of the same book by 
the author 'of the *' Secret of Hegel." 
Articles treating of Hegel are to be found 
by the score — seek them in every text-book 
on philosophy, in every general Cyclo- 
paedia, and in numerous works written for 
or against German Philosophy. Some of 
these writers tell us in one breath that 
Hegel was a man of prodigious genius, and 
in the next they convict him of confound- 
ing the plainest of all common sense dis- 
tinctions. Some of thein find him the pro- 
foundest of all thinkers, while others can- 
not "make a word of sense out of him." 
There seems to be a general understanding 
in this country and England on one point : 
all agree that he was a Pantheist. Theo- 
dore Parker, Sir William Hamilton, Man- 
sell, Morell, and even some of the English 
defenders of Hegelianism admit this. He- 
gel holds, say some, that God is a becom- 
ing; others say that he holds God to be 
pure being. These men are careful men 
apparently — but only apparently, for it 
must be confessed that if Hegel has writ- 
ten any books at all, they are, every one of 
them, devoted to the task of showing the 
inadequacy of such abstractions when 
made the highest principle of things. 

The ripest product of the great Ger- 
man movement in philosophy, which took 
place at the beginning of this century, He- 
gel's philosophy is likewise the ooncretest 
system of thought the world has seen. 
This is coming to be the conviction of 
thinkers more and more every day as they 
get glimpses into particular provinces of 
his labor. B^nard thinks the Philosophy 
of Art the most wonderful product of mod- 
ern thinking, and speaks of the Logic — 
which he does not understand — as a futile 
and perishable production. Another thinks 
that his Philosophy of History is immortal, 
and a third values extravagantly his Phil- 
osophy of Religion. But the one who 
values his Logic knows how to value all 
his labors. The History of Philosophy is 
the work that impresses us most with the 
unparalleled wealth of his thought; he is 
able to descend through all history, and 
give to each philosopher a splendid thought 



as the centre of his system, and y^t never 
is obliged to confound different systems, 
or fail in showing the superior depth of 
modern thought. While we are admiring 
the depth and clearness of Pythagotasj we 
are surprised and delighted to find the 
great thought of Heraclitus, but Anaxa- 
goras is a new surprise; the Sophists 
come before us bearing a world-historical 
significance, and Socrates, Plato, and Aris- 
totle lead us successively to heights such 
as we had not dreamed attainable by any 
thinking. 

But thought is no immediate function, 
like the process of breathing or sleeping, 
or fancy-making: it is the profoundest 
mediation of spirit, and he who would get 
an insight into the speculative thinkers of 
whatever time, must labor as no mere 
flesh and blood can labor, but only as 
spirit can labor : with agony and sweat of 
blood. A philosophy which should explain 
the great complex of the universe, could 
hardly be expected to be transparent to un- 
cultured minds at the first glance. Thus it 
happens that many critics give us such 
discouraging reports upoji their return 
from a short excursion into the true won- 
. der-land of philosophy. The Eternal Veri- 
ties are miraculous only to those eyes 
which have gazed long upon them after 
■ shutting out the glaring sunlight of the 
senses. • 

Those who criticise a philosophy milst 
imply a philosophical method of their own, 
and thus measure themselves while they 
measure others. A literary man who criti- 
cises Goethe, or Shakespeare, or Homer, 
is very apt to lay himself bare to the shaft 
of the adversary. There are, however, in 
our time, a legion of writers who pass 
judgment as flippantly upon a system of 
the most comprehensive scope — and which 
they confess openly their inability to un- 
derstand — as upon a mere opinion uttered 
in a " table-talk." Even some ,men of 
great reputation give currency to great 
errors. Sir William Hamilton, in his notes 
to Eeid'e Philosophy of "Touch," once 
quoted the passage from the second part 
of Fichte's Besiimmung de$ Mensehen, 
(wherein onesided idealism is pushed to 
its downfall,) in order to show that 



252 



Paul Janet ani Hegtl. 



Fichte's Philosophy ended in Nihilism. 
The B^timmiing des Menschen was a mere 
popular writing in which Fichte adopted 
the Kantian style of exhibiting the self- 
refatation of sense and reflection, in order 
to rest all ultimate truth in the postulates 
of the Practical Reason. Accordingly he 
shows the practical results of his own sys- 
tem in the third part of the work in ques- 
tion, and enforces the soundest ethical 
views of life. He never thought of pre- 
senting his theoretical philosophy in that 
work. Thus, too, in Hamilton's refutation 
of Cousin and SchelHng : h» polemicises 
against all *' Doctrines of the Absolute," 
saying that to think is to limit ; hence to 
think God teoitld be to determine or limit 
Him; and hence is inferred the impossi- 
bility of thinking God as he truly is. This, 
of course, is not pushed to its results by 
his followers, for then its skeptical tend- 
ency would become obvious. Religion 
demands that we shall do the Will of God i 
this Will must, therefore, be known. But, 
again, Will is the realization or self-deter- 
mination of one's nature — from it the char- 
acter proceeds. Thus m knowing God's 
will we know his character or nature. If 
we cannot do this at all, no religion is pos- 
eibla ; and in proportion as Religion is 
possible, the Knowledge of God is possible. 
If it be said that the Absolute is un- 
thinkable, in this assertion it is affirmed 
that all predicates or categories of thought 
are inapplicable to the Absolute, for to 
think is to predicate of some object, the 
categories of thought ; and in so far as 
these categories apply, to that extent is 
the Absolute thinkable. Since Existence 
ie a category of thought, it follows from 
this position that to predicate existence of 
the Absolute is impossible; "» question- 
able predicament" truly for the Absolute. 
According to this doctrine — that all thought 
is limitation — God is made Pure Being, or 
Pure Thought. This is also the result of 
Indian Pantheism, and of all Pantheism ; 
this doctrine concerning the mere negative 
character of thought, in fact, nnderliei 
the Oriental tenet that consciousness is 
finitude. To be consistent, all Hamiltoni- 
ans should become Brahmins, or, at least, 
join some sect of modem Spiritualists, and 



thus embrace a religion that corresponds 
to their dogma. However, let us not he so 
unreasonable as to insist upon the removal 
of inconsistency — it is all the good they 
have. 

After all this preliminary let us proceed 
at once to examine the work of Professor 
Paul Janet, which we have named at the 
head of our article : "Essai sur la dialec- 
tique dans Platon et dans Hegel." 

After considering the Dialectic of Plato 
in its various acpects, and finding that it 
rests on the principle of contradiction, M. 
Janet grapples Hegel, and makes, in order, 
the following points : 

I. Terminolory. — He tells us tnat the 
great diflSculty that lies in the way of com- 
prehending German Philosophy is the ab- 
stract terminology employed, which is, in 
lact, mere scholasticism preserved and ap- 
plied to modern problems. No nation of 
modern times, except the Germans, have 
preserved the scholastic form. He traces 
the obscurity of modern German philos- 
ophy to " Aristotle subtilized by the 
schools." This he contrasts with the 
" simple and natural philosophy of the 
Scotch." [This "simplicity" arises from 
the fact that the Scotch system holds that 
immediate sensuous knowing is valid. Of 
course this implies that they hold that tBe 
immediate existence of objects is a true 
existence — that whatever is, exists thus 
and so without any further grounds. This 
is the denial of all philosophy, for it 
utterly ignores any occasion whatever for 
it. But it is no less antagonistic to the 
"natural science" of the physicist: he, 
the physicist, finds the immediate object of 
the senses to be no permanent or true 
phase, but only a transitory one ; the ob- 
ject is involved with other beings— even 
the remotest star — and changes when they 
change. It is force and matter ^two very 
abstract categories) that are to him the 
permanent and true existence. But force 
and matter cannot be seen by the senses ; 
they can only be thought.] Our author 
proceeds to trace the resemblance between 
Hegel and Wolff: both consider and ana- 
lyze the pure concepts, beginning with 
Being. To M. Janet this resemblance 
goes for much, but be admits that " Hegel 
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has modified this order (that of Wolff) and 
rendered it more systematic." If one 
asks " How more systematic ?" he will not 
find the answer. " The scholastic form is 
retained, but not the thought," we are 
told. That such statements are put for- 
ward, even in a book designed for mere 
surface-readers may well surprise us. 
That the mathematical method of Wolff or 
Spinoza — a method which proceeds by 
definitions and external comparison, hold- 
ing meanwhile to the principle of contra- 
diction — that such a method should be 
confounded with that of Hegel which pro- 
ceeds dialectically, i. e. through the inter- 
nal movement of the categories to their 
contradiction or limit, shows the stu- 
dent of philosophy at once that we are 
dealing with a litterateur, and not with a 
philosopher. So far from retaining the 
form of Wolff it is the great object of He- 
gel (see his long prefaces to the " Logik" 
and the "Phanomenologie des Geistes") 
to supplant that form by what he con- 
siders the true method — that of the 06- 
jective itself. The objective method is 
to be distinguished from the arbitrary 
method of external reflection which selects 
its point of view somewhere outside of the 
object considered, and proceeds to draw 
relations and comparisons which, however 
edifying, do not give us any exhaustive 
knowledge. It is also to be distinguished 
from the method of mere empirical obser- 
vation which collects without discrimina- 
tion a mass of characteristics, acci- 
dental and necessary, and never arrives at 
a vivifying soul that unites and subordi- 
nates the multiplicity. The objective 
method seizes somewhat in its definition 
and traces it through all the phases which 
necessarily unfold when the object is 
placed in the form of relation to itself. 
An object which cannot survive the pro- 
cess of self-relation, perishes, i. e. it leads 
to a more cODcrete object which is better 
able to endure. This method, as we shall 
presently see, is attributed to Plato by M. 
Janet. 

The only resemblance that remains to be 
noted between the scholastics and Hegel is 
this : they both treat of sabtle distinctions 
in thought, while our modern " common 



sense" system goes only so far as to dis- 
tinguish very general and obvious liffer- 
ences. This ie ". questionable merit, and 
the less ado made about it by such as take 
pride in it, the better for them. 

Our author continues : " The principal 
difficulty of the system of Kant is our 
ignorance of the ancient systems of logic. 
The Critique of Pure Reason is modelled 
on the scholastic system." Could we have 
a more conclusive refutation of this than 
the fact" that the great professors of the 
ancient systems grossly misunderstand 
Kant, and even oiir essayist himself mis- 
takes the whole purport of the same ! 
Hear him contrast Kant with Hegel : "Kant 
sees in Being only the form of Thought, 
while Hegel sees in Thought only the form 
of Being." This he says is the great dif- 
ference between the Germans and French, 
interpreting it to mean : " that the former 
pursues the route of deduction, and the 
latter that of experience " ! 

He wishes to consider Hegel under three 
heads: 1st, The^Beginning ; 2d, the dia- 
lectical deduction of the Becoming, and 
fid, the term Dialectic. 

H. The Beginning. — According to M. 
Janet, Hegel must have used this syllogism 
in order to find the proper category with 
which to commence the Logic. 

(a) The Beginning should presuppose 
nothing ; 

(b) Pure Being presupposes nothing ; 

(c) Hence Pure Being is the Beginning. 

This syllogism he shows to be inconclu- 
sive : for there are two beginnings, (a) in 
the order of knowledge, (b) in the order of 
existence. Are they the same ? He an- 
swers : " No, the thinking being — because 
it thinks — knows itself before it knows the 
being which it thinks." Subject and ob- 
ject being identical in that act, M. Janet 
in effect says, *' it thinks itself before it 
thinks itself" — an argument that the scho- 
lastics would hardly have been guilty of! 
The beginning is really made, he says, with 
internal or external experience. He quotes 
(page 316) from Hegel a passage asserting 
that mediation is essential to knowing. 
This he construes to mean that " the de- 
termined or concrete (the world of experi- 
ence) is the eMential condition of know- 
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ing I" Through his misapprehension oC 
the term " mediation," we are prepared 
for all the errors that follow, for " media- 
ti»n in knowing" means with Hegel that 
it inTolTes a process, and hence can be true 
only in the form of a system. The " in- 
ternal (*"d ezternal experience" appertains 
to what Hegel calls immediate knowing. 
It is therefore not to be wondered at that 
M. Janet thinks Hegel contradicts him- 
self by holding Pure Being to be the Be- 
ginning, and afterwards afirming media- 
tion to be necessary. He says (page 317), 
" In the order of knowing it is the medi- 
ate which is necessarily first, while in the 
order of existence the immediate is the 
commencement." Such a remark shows 
him to be still laboring on the first problem 
of Philosophy, and without any light, for 
no Speculative Philosopher (like Plato, 
Aristotle, Leibnitz, or Hegel) ever held 
that Pure Being — or the immediate — is 
the first in the order of existence, bat 
rather that God or Spirit (self-thinking, 
"pure act," Noif, "Logos," &e.) is the 
first in the order of existence. In fact, 
M. Janet praises Plato and Aristotle for 
this very thing at the end of his volume, 
and thereby exhibits thi unconsciousness 
of his procedure. Again, "The pure 
thought is the end of philosophy, and not 
its beginning." If he means by this that 
the culture of consciousness ends in ar- 
riving at pure thought or philosophy, we 
have no objection to offer, except to the 
limiting of the application of the term 
Philosophy to its preliminary stage, which 
is called the Phenomenology of Spirit. 
The arrival at pure thought marks the be- 
ginning of the use of terms in a universal 
sense, and hence is the beginning of phi- 
losophy proper. But M. Janet criticises 
the distinction made by Hegel between 
Phenomenology and Psychology, and in- 
stances Maine de Biran as one who writes 
Psychology in the sense Hegel would write 
Phenomenology. But M. Biran merely 
manipulates certain unexplained phenom- 
ena,— like the Will, for example — in order 
to derive categories like force, cause, &o. 
But Hegel shows in his Phenomenology the 
dialectical unfolding of consciousness 
through all its phases, starting from the 



immediate certitude of the senses. He 
shows how certitude becomes knowledge of 
truth, and wherein it difieis from it. But 
M. Janet (p. 324) thinks that HegePs system, 
beginning in empirical Psychology, climbs 
to pure thought, " and then draws up the 
ladder after it." 

III. Thb BECOHiNa. — We are told by the 
author that consciousness determining it- 
self as Being, determines itself as a being, 
and not as the being. If this be so we 
cannot think pure being at all. Such an 
assertion amounts to denying the universal 
character of the Ego. If the position stated 
were true, we could think neither being 
nor any other object. 

On page 332, he says, " This contradic- 
tion (of Being and non-being) which in 
the ordinary logic would be the negative 
of the posited notion, is, in the logic of 
Hegel, only an excitant or stimulus, which 
somehow determines spirit to find a third 
somewhat in which it finds the other con- 
ciliated." He is not able to see any pro- 
cedure at all. He sees the two opposites, 
and thinks that Hegel empirically hunts 
out a concept which implies both, and sub- 
stitutes it for them. M. Janet thinks (pp. 
336-7) that Hegel has exaggerated the dif- 
ficulties of conceiving the identity of Be- 
ing and nought, (p. 338) " If the differ- 
ence of Being and nought can be neither 
expressed nor defined, if they are as iden-. 
tioal as different — if, in short, the idea of 
Being is only the idea of the pure void, I will 
say, not merely that Being transforms it- 
self into Mothing, or passes into its con- 
trary ; I will say that there are not two 
contraries, but only one term which I have 
falsely called Being in the thesis, but 
which is in reality only Non-being without 
restriction — the pure lero." He quotes 
from Knno Fischer (p. 340) the following 
remarks applicable here : 

" If Being were in reality the pure void as 
it is ordinarily taken, Kon-being would not ex- 
press the same void a second time; but it 
would then be the non-void, i. e. the abhor- 
rence of the void, or the immanent contradic- 
tion of the void." — (and again from hit " Logik 
und Metaphysik" 11. 4 29) : " The logical Be- 
ing contradicts itself; for thought vanishes in 
the immovable repose of Being. But as Being 
comes only from thought (for it is the act of 
thonght), it contradicts thus itself in destroy- 
ing thought. Consequently thought manifests 
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itself as the neftation of Being — that h to say, 
as Non-being. Xhe Kon-being (logical) is not 
the total snpprwsion of Being — the pure ^^pro 
— it is not the mathematical opposition of B°- 
ing to itself as a negative opposed to a posi- 
tive, but it is the dialectical nej^ative of itself 
the'immanent contradiction of Being. Being 
contradicts itself, hence is Non-being, and in 
the concept of Non-being, thought discovers 
the immanent contradiction of Being — thought 
manifests itself at first as Being, and in turn 
the logical Being manifests itself as Non- being ; 
thought can hence say, '• I am the Being which 
is not." 

" Such," continues our author, " is the 
deduction of M. Fischer. It seems to me 
very much inferior in clearness to that 
of Hegel." How he could say this is 
very mysterious when we find him denying 
all validity to Hegel's demonstration. Al- 
though Fischer's explanation is mixed — 
partly dialectical and partly psychological 
— yet, as an explanation, it is correct. 
But as psychology should not be dragged 
into Logic, which is the evolution of the 
forms of pure thinking, we must hold 
strictly to the dialectic if we would see the 
" Becoming." The psychological explana- 
tion gets no further than the relation of 
Being and nought as concepts. The He- 
gelian thought on this point is not widely 
different from that of Gorgias, as given us 
by Sextus Empiricus, nor from that of Plato 
in the Sophist. Let us attempt it here : 

Being is the pure simple ; as such it is 
considered under the form of self-relation. 
But as it is wholly undetermined, and has 
no content, it is pure nought or absolute 
negation. As such it is the negation by 
itself or the negation of itself, and hence 
its own opposite or Being. Thus the sim- 
ple falls through self-opposition into duali- 
ty, and this again becomes simple if we 
attempt to hold it asunder, or give it any 
validity by itself. Thus if Being isposited 
as having validity in and by itself without 
determination, (omnis determinaUo ett ne- 
gatio), it becomes a pure void in nowise 
different from nought, for difference is de- 
termination, and neither Being nor nought 
possess it. What is the validity of the 
nought? A negative is a relative, and a 
negative by itaelf 48 a negative related to 
itself, which ii a self-cancelling. Thus 
Being and nooght, posited objectively as 
having validity, prove dissolving forms and 



pass over into each other. Being is a ceas- 
ing and nought is a beginning, and these 
are the two forms of Becoming. The Be- 
coming, dialectically considered, proves 
itself inadequate likewise. 

IV. The Dialbctic— To consider an 
object dialectically we have merajy to give 
it universal validity ; if it contradicts itself 
then, we are not in anywise concerned for 
the result ; we will simply stand by and ac- 
cept the result,.without fear that the true 
will not appear in the end. The negative 
,turned against itself makes short work of 
itself ; it is only when the subjective reflec- 
tion tries to save it by hypotheses and res- 
ervations that a merely negative result is 
obtained. 

(Page 369) : " In Spinozism the develop- 
ment of Being is Geometric; in the Sys- 
tem of H^gel it is organic." What could 
have tempted him to use these words, it is 
impossible to say, unless it was the deep- - 
seated national proclivity for epigrammatic 
statements. This distinction means noth- 
ing less (in the mouth of its original au- 
thor) than what we have already given as 
the true difference between Wolff's and 
Hegel's methods ; but M. Janet has long 
since forgotten his earlier statements. 
(Page 369) He says, " Hegel's method is a 
faithful expression of the movement of 
nature," from which he thinks Hegel de- 
rived it empirically ! 

On page 372 he asks : " Who proves to 
us that the dialectic stops at Spirit as its 
last term ? Why can I not conceive a spirit 
absolutely superior to mine, in whom the 
identity between subject and object, the 
intelligible and intelligence would be more 
perfect than it is with this great Philoso- 
pher [Hegel] ?••*•• In fact, every 
philosopher is a man, and so far forth is 
full of obscurity and feebleness." Spirit 
is the last term in philosophy for the rea^ 
son that it stands in complete self-relation, 
and hence contains its antithesis within 
itself ; if it could stand in opposition to 
anything else, then it would contain a con- 
tradiction, and be capable of transition 
into a higher. M. Janet asks in effect : 
" Who'proves that the dialectic stops at 
God as the highest, and why cannot I con- 
ceive a higher ?" Judging from his attempt 
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at anderstanding Hegel, however, he is not 
in a fair way to conceire " a spirit in whom 
the identity between subject and object " 
is more perfect' than in Hegel. "What 
hinders" is his own culture, his own self; 
" Du gleichst dem Geist den du begreifst, 
nicht mir" said the World-spirit to Faust. 
He asks, (p. 374) : " When did the ' pure 
act ' commence ?" From Eternity ; it al- 
ways commences, and is always complete, 
says Hegel. "According to Hegel, God 
is made from nought, by means of the 
World." Instead of this, Hegel holds that 
God is self-created, and the world eter- 
nally created by him (the Eternally-be- 
gotten Son). " What need has God of Na- 
ture ?" God is Spirit ; hence conscious ; 
hence he makes himself an object to him- 
self ; in this act he creates nature ; hence 
Nature is His reflection. (P. 386) : " The 
Absolute in Hegel is spirit only on con- 
dition that it thinks, and thinks itself; 
hence it is not «ssen<ta% Spirit, but only 
accidentally." To " think itself" is to be 
conscious, and, without this, God would 
have no personality ; and hence if Hegel 
were to hold any other doctrine than the 
one attributed to him, he would be a Pan- 
theist. But these things are not mere 
dogmas with Hegel ; they appear as the 
logical results of the most logical of sys- 
tems. "But in Plato, God is a Reason m 
activity, a living thought." M. Janet men- 
tions this to show Plato's superiority; he 
thinks that it is absurd for Hegel to attri- 



bute thinking to God, but thinks the same 
thing to be a great merit in Plato. (P. 
39J!): "Behold the Platonic deduction 
[or dialectic] : being given a pure idea, he 
shows that this idea, if it were all alone, 
[i. e. made universal, or placed in self- 
relation, or posited as valid for itself,] 
would be contradictory of itself, and con- 
sequently could not be. Hence, if it ex- 
ists, it is on condition that it mingles with 
another idea. Take, for example, the 
multiple : by itself, it loses Itself in the 
indiscernible, for it would be impossible 
without unity." This would do very well 
for a description of the Dialectic in Hegel 
if he would lay more stress on the positive 
side of the result. Not merely does the 
"pure idea mingle with another"— i. e. 
pass over to its opposite — but it returns 
into itself by the continuation of its own 
movement, and thereby reaches a concrete 
stage. Plato sometimes uses this complete 
dialectical movement, and ends affirma- 
tively ; sometimes he uses only the par- 
tial movement and draws negative conclu- 
sions. 

How much better M. Janet's book might 
have been — we may be allowed to remark 
in conclusion — had he possessed the earn- 
est spirit of such men as Vera and Hutch- 
ison Stirling ! Stimulated by its title, 
we had hoped to find a book that would 
kindle a zeal for the study of the profound- 
est philosophical subject, as treated by the 
profoundest of thinkers. 



